In transcribing the data, normal spelling is used for practical purposes. However, certain symbols were used for unique Arabic sounds, including /2 ‫ح‬ & 3 ‫/ع‬ for the voiceless and voiced pharyngeal fricatives respectively, /kh ‫خ‬ & gh ‫/غ‬ for the voiceless and voiced velar fricatives each, capital letters for the emphatic counterparts of plain consonants /T (t)
, & S (s) ‫ص‬ ( ‫س‬ ) /, and /' ‫/ء‬ for the glottal stop (Jassem 2013c ). Long vowels are doubled, e.g., /aa, oo, & ee/.
Data Analysis

Theoretical Framework: Consonantal Radical/Lexical Root Theory
The data will be analysed by using the consonantal radical theory, which is a more precise version of the lexical root or radical linguistic theory (Jassem 2012a (Jassem -14e, 2014f-2018 . It is so called because of employing the consonantal radical or, more generally, lexical root in examining genetic relationships between words such as the derivation of persuasion from persuade, from suade (or simply suad), observation from serve (or simply srv), description from scribe (or simply scrb), writing from write (or simply wrt). The main reason for doing so is because the consonantal root carries and determines the basic meaning of the word irrespective of its affixation such as observation. As to vowels, they are neglected because they show mainly phonetic and grammatical relationships and functions as in English sing (inf.), sang (past), sung (p.p.), song (n), and Arabic qaal (v) 'to say' ‫,لال‬ qawl (n), aqwaal (pl.) 'saying' ‫,لول‬ qul (imp.) ‫,لم‬ qeel (passive) ‫,ليم‬ qawwaal (emph. n.) 'informer, gossiper' ‫,لوال‬ etc.
A full exposition of the lexical root theory and procedures can be found in Jassem (2018b) which will be skipped over here to save time, effort, and space. However, the main procedures of analysis in relating words to each other genetically can be summed up in five steps as follows.
 Identify the source, daughter, or sister language meaning (e.g., English, Latin) on the basis of especially word history or etymology. It is essential to start with word root meanings, not sounds as the former are more stable and change a lot less than the latter which do so extensively and drastically; for example, all the sounds of a given word might change beyond recognition while meanings do so in a rather limited way. The meaning first will often lead the analyst to the correct cognate naturally whereas the sounds first will lead them nowhere definitely.
 Search for the word with the equivalent meaning and form in the target, parent, or reference language (e.g., Arabic), looking for cognates: i.e., sister words with the same or similar forms and meanings.
 Explain the differences, if any, in both form and meaning between the cognates lexicologically, phonetically, morphologically, and semantically as indicated. As a matter of fact, finding the right cognate on the basis of its meaning first often leads one to the resultant changes automatically.
 Finally, formulate phonological, morphological, grammatical, and semantic rules after sufficient data has been amassed and analyzed.
That is the whole story simply and briefly as shall be clearly seen in Section 3 below.
Statistical Analysis
The percentage formula is used for calculating the ratio of cognate words or shared vocabulary, which is obtained by dividing the number of cognates over the total number of investigated words, multiplied by a 100. For example, suppose the total number of investigated words is 100, of which 90 are true cognates. The percentage of cognates is calculated thus: 90/100 = 9 X 100 = 90%. Finally, the results are checked against Cowley's (1997: 173, 182) formula to determine whether such words belong to the same language or family (for a survey, see Jassem 2012a-b).
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The main focus of the results will be on the Arabic consonantal radicals or lexical roots of English, German, French, Latin, Greek, and the so-called Indo-European words and affixes (prefixes, infixes, and suffixes); vowels will be generally overlooked whose main function is phonetico-grammatical rather than semantic as has been stated above.
Although all the 30 words or so in the data are related in meaning in general (separation, split, division, difference, opposition), they have been classified into three sets on formal grounds, which are repeated here for clarity purposes. These are: The former is the likeliest, though. As can be clearly seen, the Arabic cognates are formally and semantically the same or similar.
As to French borrowing forchette, it is the diminutive feminine form of fork which comes straight from Arabic farraaq(at), farqat 'divider; fork' ‫فسلت‬ ‫فسالت،‬ of the same root above in which /q/ became /ch/. That is, the French feminine suffix -ette derives straight from the Arabic feminine suffix -at ‫ث،‬ ‫ـت‬ ‫ـج،‬ as well (Jassem 2012f, 2013a .
Similarly, both the Latin suffix -a, which marks feminine gender in the nominative case, and Latinus, its masculine counterpart, are again cognates to Arabic -a(t) 'feminine and sometimes masculine suffix' where /t/ became /s/ in the latter but dropped in the former (Jassem 2012f, 2013a (Jassem 2012f, , 2015d . In other words, morphological split has affected Arabic -at in Latin, leading to two forms.
Bifurcate (bifurcation) stemmed from Medieval Latin bifurcatus, from (i) bi-'two', and (ii) furca 'two-pronged fork; fork-shaped instrument', a word of unknown etymology. However, like fork above, it derives straight from the same Arabic cognate root far(r)aq 'divide; of roads, to fork' ‫فسق‬ in which /q/ became /k/. More precisely, the whole word consists of three morphemes-bi-+ forc-+ -ate, which descends directly from Arabic bifurqat 'lit., with division' ‫بفسلت‬ with three morphemes as well (bi + furq + at), or bitafriq 'lit', differs, bifurcates' ‫بخفسق‬ (bi + ta-+ friq) to which reordering and morphological shift applied. This means that the prefix bi-is a derivational rather than a numeral one here, usually prefixed to verbs in spoken (Syrian and Saudi Qassimi) Arabic (see Jassem 2014g).
As to the second set of words, all are inaccurately derived from PIE root *wer-'to turn, bend'. Instead, they can all be traced back to Arabic cognates easily, and as follows.
Freak occurs as noun and verb, has several senses, and is of uncertain origin. More precisely, it perhaps came from Middle English friken 'to move nimbly or briskly', from Old English frician 'to dance', or perhaps from Middle English frek(e) 'eager, zealous, brave, bold, fierce, a man', from Old English freca 'a bold man, warrior', (Scottish English freik 'brave man, warrior'), from frec 'greedy, eager, bold'. However, Arabic gives the right etymology for the different senses, as follows:
 faaraq 'to leave, to part with; to differ with, separate from' ‫,فازق‬ from faraq ‫فسق‬ 'to divide; to fear', replacing /q/ by /k/;  farak 'to leave, to escape; to rub; to hate' ‫فسن‬ (see Friction below); and/or  faaris 'horseman; brave' ‫,فازس‬ turning /s/ into /k/.
As can be clearly seen, the different senses of the word are most likely to be due to the lexical merger of formally similar but semantically different Arabic words. As to the prefix di-, it derives straight from the Arabic derivational and inflectional affix ta-
Thus, diverge has two morphemes di-+ -verge, which is what it is exactly in Arabic: i.e., ta + farraq ‫,حفسق‬ from faraq ‫,فسق‬ passing /t & q/ into /d & j (ge)/.
Converge (convergence, convergent) arose from Late Latin convergere 'to incline together', from (i) assimilated form of com-'with, together', and (ii) vergere 'to bend, turn, tend toward', from PIE root *wer-(2) 'to turn, bend', straight from the same Arabic cognate as in diverge, divorce above.
As to com-and its phonetically conditioned variants (con-, col-, cor-co-) 'with, together', it comes straight from Arabic: As can be clearly seen, the prefix ad-and the suffix -ity can be treated as morphologically conditioned variants, both of which split and derive ultimately from the same Arabic inflectional and derivational affix ta-/-at. Converse (conversion, conversation) developed from Latin conversus 'turned around', past participle of convertere 'turn around, transform', from (i) com-'with, together' and (ii) vertere 'to turn, bend', from PIE root *wer-(2) 'to turn, bend', straight from Arabic as in diverge, divorce above and divert, convert below.
In addition, the bound root -verse has two senses: (i) in converse, conversation 'to talk' and (ii) in converse(ly), obverse 'opposite', both of which come straight from Arabic: the former is from fassar 'to explain' ‫فسس‬ via reordering and semantic shift; the latter is from farq, faariq (n) 'difference; differentiator' ‫فازق‬ ‫فسق،‬ as in fork and related derivatives above via semantic shift and turning /q/ into /s/. Thus, the two senses are the result of the lexical merger of two formally similar and semantically different Arabic words. See convert below. Convert (conversion, converse, traverse) developed Old French convertir 'to turn around, change', from Latin convertere 'turn around', from (i) com-'with, together' and (ii) vertere 'to turn, bend', from PIE root *wer-(2) 'to turn, bend', straight from Arabic as in divert above. Furthermore, the sense 'to change money' in the bound root -vert is from Arabic faraT, firaaTa(t) (n) 'to change big money into small money; to loosen, unbind' ‫فساطت‬ ‫,فسط،‬ passing /T/ into /t/. See converse above.
Reverse
As to com-, it has already been settled in converge above.
Finally, we come to the third set of words, which are fragment, fragmentation, fraction, fracture (friction), inaccurately derived in the end from PIE root bherg 'to break'. Again all have similar Arabic roots as well, and as follows.
Fragment (fragmentation) came from Latin fragmentum 'a fragment, remnant; lit., a piece broken off; later a small piece or part', from base of frangere 'to break', from PIE root bherg 'to break'. However, it stems direct from Arabic:  qaraf (inqaraf), munqarif (adj) 'to tip-break' ‫لسف‬ via reversal and passing /q/ into /g/; or  faraq (farraq), mutafarriq (adj) 'to divide; to break up' ‫مخفسق‬ ‫فسق،‬ where /q/ evolved into /g/, which is the likeliest. Thus, it comes from the same Arabic cognate for fork above.
As to the suffix -ment, it developed from Arabic mut-‫مخـ‬ or mun-'derivational prefixes' ‫منـ‬ via morphological shift and /t/-or /n/-insertion (see Jassem 2013a). Fracture (fraction) has the same etymology as fraction, which again comes straight from the same Arabic cognates above.
As to the suffix -ure of fracture, it is actually a morphologically conditioned variant of -ion, both of which again come from Arabic -an 'derivational and inflection affix' via morphological split and turning /n/ into /r/ (see above).
What about formally similar but semantically different friction?
Friction (fricative, dentifrice) is formally similar to but semantically different from fraction which descended from Middle French friction 'rubbing', from Latin frictio(nem) 'a rubbing', from fricare 'to rub', which is of uncertain and controversial origin like PIE root *bhreie-'to rub, to break' or *bhriH-o-'to cut'. However, it comes straight from Arabic farkatun (n.), from farak Thus, Arabic resolves the uncertainty and provides the origins of all the different senses of the word, an obvious case of lexical merger.
In summary, the total number of words or roots investigated here amounted to 35 or so, all of which have true Arabic cognates with the same or similar form and meaning, thus indicating all belong to the same language with Arabic being their origin rather than mythical or fictitious PIE.
CONCLUSION
To conclude, the main findings of this paper were as follows: a) Despite the apparently different spellings or forms of fork, bifurcate, diverge, divorce, diverse, divert, converse, convert, fragment, fraction, and their derivatives, all share the same or similar meaning of 'division, split, separation, difference, opposition', which consequently derive from one true and identical Arabic ultimate cognate or root frq ‫زق‬ ‫ف‬ and/or its derivatives, whose resultant differences stemmed from natural and plausible causes and different routes of language change in each language. b) English Historical lexicography and linguistics abound with severe etymologically implausible aberrances and drawbacks for failing to show the phonetic, morphological, and semantic relationships amongst such words like fork, bifurcate, divorce, diverge, converge, divert, fragment, etc. and their Arabic origins or cognates.
 Their different forms may be due to 'bad' writing habits of early poorly or lowly educated scribes, typists, and printers (Campbell 2013; Pyles and Algeo 1993), linguistic variation and change, and/or lexical conditioning.
 Postulating Proto-Indo-European and Proto-Germanic roots as well as uncertain or unknown ones such as fork (forchette, bifurcate) turns out to be a myth since Arabic can provide really living and true cognates for all words in those languages. Another example is PIE *wer-(wret-, wert-) and Latin divergere and divertere or English diverge, diverse, divorce which can't be cognates whose Arabic sources are more pertinent (see above).
 The multiple meanings of English words besides the uncertainty of their origin such as converse, conversation 'talk; opposite' and convert, conversion 'to change money or religion' is most likely the result of the lexical merger of two or more Arabic cognates which are similar in both form and meaning like fassar 'to explain' ‫فسس‬ via reordering and sense shift, faraT 'to change money; of laughter and crying, to reach the top' ‫فسط‬ where /T/ became /t/, or farq/faariq 'difference (in money)' ‫فسق‬ / ‫فازق‬ where /q/ became /s (t)/ (see above).
 The formally different but semantically similar words like fork, divorce, diverge, diverse, divert, converse, convert, etc. and their derivatives resulted from lexical split, which all came from one Arabic cognate (i.e., faraq ‫)فسق‬ and its derivatives, which varied from language to language due to linguistic change of different types.
c) The findings lend further support to the adequacy of the consonantal radical theory in relating English and Indo-European words, roots, and affixes to Arabic from which they arose for sharing cognates with them all.
